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Snacking is Growing at an Alarming
Rate

FIGURE 1: VOLUME OF SNACKS CONSUMED WITHIN THE LAST
30 DAYS.

As modern lifestyles change, and consumers
grow ever busier, snacking is becoming a
more important part of the traditional
consumer’s schedule. According to Nielsen,
global consumers spent roughly $374 billion
dollars on snack foods between the years of
2014 and 2015 (also predicted to grow at 2%
year over year).

“On average, how many snacks did you consume in the last 30 days?”

Why Students?
With college students serving as potentially
new customers as they begin to make their
own purchase decisions, an analysis of this
group and their relationships with snacks is
key for manufacturers. According to my
study, 73.5% of survey respondents
indicated that they have consumed 7 or
more snacks during the past month, showing
that snacking is heavily integrated into a
student’s lifestyle. This shows that this group
of the overall population offers huge
opportunity to manufacturers.

% Respondents
73.5
8.7

11.6

5.8

1-2 snacks

3-4 snacks

5-6 snacks

Based on 522 respondents

FIGURE 2: WHAT STUDENTS SEE AS OBSTACLES IN RELATION
TO SNACKING
“How do you find each of the following statements serves as an
obstacle for snacking?”

Mean Response

Opportunity

3.48

White Space on Campus
With such an abundance of eager new
customers, a college campus is an ecosystem
of its own and the perfect target audience
for innovations in snacking. My study found
that the second largest obstacle (next to
price) in a student’s mind related to snacking
is a lack of snacking options. This provides
ample white space for creative companies to
fill with exciting new products. Lack of
locations to find snacks was the next largest
obstacle, meaning that companies willing to
make their product accessible will often find
success when approaching this type of
market.

7 or more snacks

3.17
2.51

2.33

2.15

Not enough
time to snack

Lack of
snacking
options

1= not at all an obstacle
5= definitely an obstacle

Lack of
locations to
find snacks

The price of
snacks

Information
on the
packaging is
confusing

Striking Where the Action is
According to my study, students indicate
that they are very likely to snack while on
campus. In fact, on campus locations come
in second only to snacking at home (see
figure 3). This data supports that appealing
to students in an on-campus location will
likely yield profitable results for
manufacturers as this is where students seek
out snacking options.

FIGURE 3: LIKLIEHOOD THAT STUDENTS WILL CHOOSE A
CERTAIN LOCATION TO SNACK
“How likely is it that you will snack at each of the following places?”

4.67 Mean Response
4.13

4.05
3.45
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Meeting the Needs of the Consumer

At school

At home

1= extremely unlikely
5= extremely likely

In the
car

At a
party

4.50

I need quick
on the go,
snacking
options
1= strongly disagree
5= strongly agree

I need healthy
and nutritious
snacking
options
Nutritious
Nibblers

I need snacking
options that are
inexpensive
Hard Pressed and
Hangry

2.57

3.30

2.64

3.52

4.18

4.45

4.35

4.29

4.03

Mean Response

4.57

“Select your level of importance in relation to the following
statements.”

What it Means
Manufacturers should walk away from this
study with a clearer idea of what
opportunities are available in a market
similar to that of Western Michigan
University’s campus. Each group should be
approached uniquely; whether it’s the
information on the package, the location of
their snacks, or the packing itself (more on
this in the rest of the study).

Where I
study

FIGURE 4: THE NEEDS OF INDIVIDUAL SNACKING SEGMENTS
WITHIN THE STUDY

4.02

For manufacturers to capture the attention
of these young consumers, they must first
decide which segment to target and then
identify their unique needs. My study
identified three major segments, each of
which has very different characteristics that
must be observed in order for successful
targeting. The three segments that my study
identified are named the Nutritious Nibblers,
the Hard Pressed and Hangry, and the Feel
Good Feeders. Some of the unique needs
that these consumers identify for snacking
are listed in figure 3 to the right. The
Nutritious Nibblers are health conscious and
would be good targets for functional snacks.
The Hard Pressed and Hangry are a bustling
group and need options that stress
convenience and fit into their budget. Lastly,
the Feel Good Feeders are indulgent and
products marketed to this segment should
emphasize taste and affordability.

I need snacks
that I can enjoy
with friends
Feel Good
Feeders

Introduction
Consumer habits are ever changing, and with lifestyles shifting toward packed calendars and
hurried schedules it comes to no surprise that data has been collected that supports that
snacking is growing year over year (Nielsen article). The concept of three meals per day is
simply outdated. Consumers struggle to find options that will both fit into their schedules and
live up to their high standards on taste and nutrition. In total, this ever changing environment
has left manufacturers and producers in the Food Industry walking a delicate tightrope. They
must be able to accurately meet the needs of consumers in terms of taste preferences, location
and availability of product, form of product, added benefits and countless other characteristics
that will keep their products competitive.
This thesis has been conducted to shed some light on what snacks and their consumers look like
in a college campus setting. This data, collected from over 520 students, looks into the what,
where and how of snacking. Factors like flavors, forms, packaging, social settings, point of
purchase, obstacles to snacking and background of students are examined in order to bring the
most accurate insights to the forefront. Through the data collected, I was able to look into
when and where a consumer is snacking, what they are eating, who they are eating with, and
why they picked up a snack in the first place.
Gathering this data will allow Food and CPG companies a chance to increase understanding of
millennials and better target their line extensions and innovations. I hope that our findings will
lead to clarity on how to hook the interest of highly dynamic, student consumers.

Research Objectives
The following research objectives are designed to analyze how the students on Western
Michigan University’s campus consume inter-meal or meal replacing snacks. These objectives
are designed to hone in on characteristics such as flavor and package type in order to bring light
to what draws a consumer to a snack once it hits the market. Analyzing these types of
objectives can greatly aid manufacturers as they try to bring clarity to how to target specific
shoppers. Behavioral objectives were also a heavy focus throughout this work. For example,
taking note of what consumers see as benefits or obstacles to snacking will lead to insight on
potential product “white Space” opportunities. For instance, if consumers see nutritional value
as a benefit but price as an obstacle, perhaps this is a good segment to approach with an
inexpensive health food bar. Defining obstacles to snacking can also lead to more efficient use
of various locations where snacks can be made available. This is present in situations where
students have unmet needs. For instance, if a student is frequently on campus, but looks for
snacks to replace a meal or to tide them over, taking advantage of vending machine

opportunities could be a viable option for manufacturers that want to target a consumer on the
go. Another relevant piece of data that is worth analyzing is the social aspect of snacking. By
looking into whether or not a student eats alone or with others, insights can be gathered on
potential added benefits. Added benefits to consumers might include packaging traits like an
individually packaged snack versus a larger, group friendly snack. The collection of all of these
objectives together will lead to commonalities that define segmentation. Once all of the
segments are defined, products can be more specifically matched to groups that would best
utilize them.
1. When it comes to a snacking occasion, which type of snacks are most students reaching
for (salty, sweet, healthy, indulgent, filling, light etc.)?
2. How many snacks are students reaching for throughout the day, and at what time?
3. When students consume snacks, are they doing so alone, with another person, or with
several other individuals?
4. What do students see as the benefits of snacking?
5. Are students snacking to hold them over until their next meal or to replace a meal?
6. What is the main obstacle that students face when choosing a snack?
7. Given information gathered from objectives 1-6, how do additional demographic
characteristics shape the category of “student” (gender, race, class standing, major,
honors vs non-honors, international vs domestic, etc.)
8. From what source do most students get their snacks (vending machines, the school
store, on grocery trips)

Literature and Theory
A variety of work has been done on the consumption of food between meals. Sifting through
many of these works has given me a more detailed view on what snacking is and how it is
approached. This idea of snacking, is actually relatively new. One article that goes in further
depth about the relative “new-ness” of snacking in an article titled “40-Year Trends in Meal and
Snack Eating Behaviors of American Adults” by Ashima K. Kant. In the article, Kent states that
the USDA didn’t start providing guidelines related to inter-meal food consumption until 2010.
The study attributes this change in the way that humans eat to several factors. Some of these
include an increasing number of women in the workforce, changes in the structure of modern

families, and expanses in technology (that allow for a
much larger number of venues for dietary
consumption). Kant describes that “a degree of laxity in
traditional social norms about when, where, and how
much food may be consumed” is also responsible for
this change. The combined effect of all these factors led
to the alterations in the USDA’s Dietary Guidelines. One
of the most important takeaways from Kant’s article is
that “individual eating events are susceptible to change
over time”. In fact, the changes to the USDA’s
guidelines provide a very clear example of this.

The USDA didn’t
start providing
guidelines related
to inter-meal
consumption until
2010

This susceptibility to change makes studies like the one I have been conducting all the more
relevant. In an ever changing environment, it is important to hone in on what segments of
consumers actually want instead of assuming that their needs are the same as they have been
in the past. The emergence of snacking offers the opportunity to approach consumers in new
and exciting ways. While food was once reserved for the traditional three meal setting, it is now
appropriate to design foods that can be eaten easily at work or school, in the car, and virtually
any other location. The consumption of food is no longer limited by form or time of day, and
manufacturers now have exponentially more opportunity to approach the consumer.
The article “Innovation Trends in the Food Industry: The Case of Functional Foods” by Barbara
Bigliardi expresses a major trend in the relationship between health and food. She expresses
that consumers have adopted the idea that the food that they eat contributes directly to their
health. In fact, Bigliardi states “foods are no more intended to only satisfy hunger and to
provide necessary nutrients, but also and especially to prevent nutrition-based diseases and to
improve physical and mental well-being”. This leads to larger purchases of what the author
states are “functional foods”. She further describes that examples of these foods include juices
fortified with vitamin C, foods that have added prebiotics or probiotics, and products that have
a reduced component (reduced fat or sugar).
Functional Foods have been developed in nearly all food categories and according to the
Harvard Case Study, “The Promise of Functional Foods”, this category is growing. The case
study states that “in 2000, it was estimated that more than one fifth of the North American
population used functional foods” showcasing the potential opportunity for the success of
snacks that fall into the functional food category. Furthermore, the case study expresses that
“the American market (for functional foods) was reported to be growing at a rate of 17%-20%”.
This pertains to my research on snacking because of its opportunity to impact the segments
that I will be identifying. If the segments I will be identifying have unmet needs in terms of
functional snacks with fortified ingredients, then there is an opportunity for manufacturers to
fill this need with an existing product or a line extension. My research will show the best way
for these manufacturers to target their correlating segments.

In addition to studies relating to the emergence of
snacking and its trends, I have also found that research
Global consumers
relating to snacking is coming at a time where the topic is
spent roughly $374
extremely relevant. According to the Nielsen article, “Global
Snack Food Sales Reach $374 Billion Annually” global
billion dollars on
consumers spent roughly $374 Billion dollars on snack foods
snack foods between
between 2013 and 2014, and that Europe and North America
2013 and 2014
make up the bulk of these snack sales. Nielsen also displays
data that supports the growth of snacking, stating that the
consumption of snack foods is growing at about 2% from year
to year. This survey was gathered from over 30,000 people in more than 60 different countries,
suggesting that no matter where a person lives, snacking has likely impacted their lives.
Nielsen also raises an interesting point that “snackers” or people that consume snacks on a
regular basis, make up an enormous part of the population. Nielsen says that “more than threequarters of global respondents (76%) eat snacks often or sometimes to satisfy their hunger
between meals or to satisfy a craving”. While this may seem surprising, what comes as even
more of a surprise is that “45% of global respondents consume snacks as a meal alternative”
and that most of these snacks replace breakfast. The article claims that busy lifestyles demand
quick and on-the-go meal replacements. While traditional consumers may have opted for high
calorie fast food options, the consumer of today demands something new. Thus, there is
enormous untapped potential for nutritious and portable snack foods.
In summary, the articles discussed in this section support the role that snacking plays in today’s
world. Manufacturers will benefit from looking at data that’s been collected in these articles
(and what will be collected from my research). They can better tailor products to meet
customer needs and to keep their brands relevant in a time of expansive change and increasing
demand.

Methods
The research was conducted in a series of three different steps. The first step to collecting the
data was creating a survey based off of the research objectives in the previous section. The
survey was created in Qualtrics and housed 20 different questions with a multitude of parts.
The questions were designed to collect basic background on consumers (class standing, gender,
race etc.) as well as pinpoint desirable characteristics of snacks (size, packaging, texture etc.).
Once the survey was created, various professors and advisors were contacted. Who then sent
the survey to students all over campus. Over 520 respondents completed the survey that fed
this study, giving the study a large sample to work with. Once the data was collected and the
survey was closed, the data was then exported out of Qualtrics and into SPSS.

Cluster analysis was chosen to group the survey respondents into their corresponding segments
based on snacking characteristics. Cluster analysis attempts to maximize the homogeneity of
individuals within clusters, while simultaneously maximizing the heterogeneity of individuals
between clusters. When cluster analysis is successful, groups will be identified that can be
proven to have distinct characteristics (Hair et al. 2010).
For this analysis, I used k-means cluster analysis, which separates respondents into groups,
using an algorithm based on Euclidean distances (Hair et al. 2010). Since the clustering variables
all used a consistent 5-point attitudinal scale, k-means cluster analysis was an appropriate
method for the survey measures. I conducted the analysis using the following 5-step procedure:
1. I selected a group of variables for developing the initial clusters. The following
variables were used:
• Which types of snacks a student prefers (salty, sweet, crunchy, etc.)
• Sociability in relation to snacking (snacking alone or with others)
• Unique snacking needs (“I need quick, on the go, snacking options”, “I need
healthy and nutritious snacking options”, etc.)
• Perceived obstacles to snacking (price, location, time, etc.)
• Emotional ties to snacking (I eat because I am bored, I eat because to relax,
etc.).
2. I conducted K-means cluster analysis via SPSS, specifying 2-cluster, 3-cluster, 4cluster, 5-cluster, 6-cluster and 7-cluster solutions.
3. I examined each of the solutions based on the following three criteria: 1. Uniformity
of number of respondents in each group, 2. Verification of cluster analysis via ANOVA,
and, most importantly, 3. Intuitiveness of the solution (i.e. examining the means of the
variables- could clear differences in characteristics of the groups be seen?) Based on
these criteria, I selected a 3-cluster solution.
4. Finally, I conducted an independent test of the 3-cluster solution, by using ANOVA
and chi-square procedures to test differences among the groups using a completely
different set of variables than had been used for the initial solution:
• Snacks consumed in the past month (granola bars, fruit, cookies, etc.)
• Snacking in relation to the time of day (morning, afternoon, evening, and
late night)
• Location of snack purchase (vending machine, grocery store, etc.)
• Characteristics of snacks (comes in a bag, comes in a re-sealable package,
etc.)
ANOVA verified that the three clusters that had been identified via k-means cluster
analysis displayed distinctive differences even when tested with independent variables,
providing confidence in the robustness of the solution

5. I analyzed the differences and similarities in means of variables among the clusters to
identify the snacking characteristics of each of the three groups. The interpretation of
the results is reported in the next section of this report, as well as on the attached
PowerPoint presentation. This section of the process involves telling the story of the
data and displaying it in a way that is simple and easy to understand.
Hair, Joseph F., Rolph E. Anderson, Barry J. Babin, and Wiiliam C. Black (2010). Multivariate data
analysis: A global perspective. Vol. 7. Upper Saddle River, NJ: Pearson.

Results
Through the analysis of the data through SPSS, I was able to identify three distinct segments of
snackers. Each of these segments has unique characteristics, which can ultimately help the
industry to better market products towards each distinct group. This part of the analysis meets
the needs of objective number 8, listed above.

Nutritious Nibblers
The first segment is one that I have named the “Nutritious Nibblers”. Through various
statistical analysis methods (listed in the Methods section above) I have identified several traits
that are common among this segment. For instance, the Nutritious Nibblers exhibit various
healthy tendencies. When asked how likely these students were to consume snacks in the
evening (1=extremely unlikely and 5= extremely likely), the Nutritious Nibblers responded with
a mean score of 3.61. When asked how likely these same students were to consume snacks late
at night (1= extremely unlikely and 5= extremely likely), their mean score was even lower, with
a 3.36.

Table 1- Means for Snack Consumption in Relation to Time of Day

Both of these means revealed that the Nutritious Nibblers are significantly less likely than other
groups to reach for snacks during the later portions of the day. This avoidance of late night

snacking may be related to a conscious effort to reduce the amounts of calories that they are
consuming before bed time.
Additionally, when asked questions that related to the location of where students purchased
their snacks, the Nutritious Nibblers seemed to avoid locations that traditionally yield more
indulgent snacks (Reference Figure 5). For instance, when asked how likely they were to
purchase their snacks from a convenience store (1=extremely unlikely and 5=extremely likely),
the Nutritious Nibblers responded with a mean score of only 2.81. When asked the same
question but in relation to gas stations (1=extremely unlikely and 5=extremely likely), this
segment responded with an even less likely score of 2.42. In both of these cases the Nutritious
Nibblers were significantly less likely than the other two segments to choose these locations for
their snacking purchases. Another interesting point regarding where students choose to acquire
snacks from was vending machines. The Nutritious Nibblers segment was significantly less likely
than the Hard Pressed and Hangry segment to purchase their snacks from a vending machine.
Using the same measures, 1=extremely unlikely and 5=extremely likely, the Nutritious Nibblers
responded with a mean of 1.69, while Hard Pressed and Hangry responded with a mean of 2.05.
I hypothesize that lower scores related to these locations and the Nutritious Nibblers decision
to utilize them to purchase snacks is largely due to the fact that because this segment is
regarded as healthier they may be more likely to prepare snacks ahead of time.
In fact, this variable was tested
later in the study. During the
survey, students were asked to
select their level of agreement
with a variety of statements (1=
strongly disagree and 5= strongly
agree). One of these statements
included “I plan what I eat ahead
of time”. When asked this
question the Nutritious Nibblers
responded with a mean score of
3.47, the highest mean of all
three segments. Although this
result did not show that there
was a statically significant
difference between the
Nutritious Nibblers and the Hard Pressed and Hangry segments, there was a significant
difference between these two groups and the Feel Good Feeders. This data shows that both
Nutritious Nibblers and the Hard Pressed and Hangry segments are more likely to prepare and
plan food out ahead of time. In the case of the Nutritious Nibblers, I believe that this is done in
an effort to ensure that this segment always has a nutritious and healthy option with them,
without having to rely on its availability at an external location.

Emotional appeal was one of the most interesting variables that was tested in this study. A
variety of statements were listed in which respondents were asked to select their level of
agreement (1= strongly disagree and 5= strongly agree). One example of a statement regarding
a snacks emotional appeal was “I eat to relax”, in which the Nutritious Nibblers received the
significantly least likely score of 1.93 out of 5. Another emotionally based statement was “I eat
to feel better”, in which the Nutritious Nibblers also received the significantly least likely score
of 2.36 (while the Hard Pressed and Hangry and Feel Good Feeders showed no statistical
difference on this statement). Lastly, “I eat as a distraction” was listed as a statement in which
respondents were to select their level of agreement with (1= strongly disagree and 5= strongly
agree). The Nutritious Nibblers were also shown to be the significantly least likely segment to
snack for this particular reason. Their mean score was 1.76 out of 5, which is shown to be
significantly less likely from both other groups who scored 3.27 and above. Additionally, the
Nutritious Nibblers were the least likely to consume snacks for the sole purpose of snacks being
in front of them. When asked to select their agreement with the statement “I eat because there
is food in front of me” (1= strongly disagree and 5= strongly agree), this group received the
lowest score of 2.52 out of 5, which was significantly less likely than the other two segments in
regard to this statement (reference Figure 8). The combination of low scores on all of these
emotionally based questions show that the Nutritious Nibblers seem to separate the emotional
and rational components of snacking. With consistently low means on all of these responses,
this segment shows that they value the functionality of snacks over any emotional comfort that
it may provide.
The Nutritious Nibblers also seem to have an intriguing view on the relationship between price
and snacking. Traditionally, price plays a large role in a consumers purchase decision. However,
when asked to select their level of importance in relation to the statement “I need snacking
options that are inexpensive” (1=strongly disagree and 5= strongly agree), the Nutritious
Nibblers scored a significantly lower mean than both the other segments (reference Figure 4).
With a mean of 4.18 out of 5, their mean score is still high. However, the statistical difference
between the Nutritious Nibblers and the other segments may suggest that this group is more
lenient on price. Also, when asked to rate how impactful an obstacle was (1= not at all an
obstacle and 5= definitely an obstacle), “the price of snacks” received a mean of only 2.98
(reference Figure 8). This mean was significantly less than the means of both of the other
segments. This data may correlate to the higher price of many foods that are promoted as
healthy, which would explain that the Nutritious Nibblers are willing to pay more for snacks
that they know will provide them with some sort of dietary benefit.

Lastly, another small detail that I gathered through my data analysis was one in relation to
specific snacking characteristics.

Table 2- Means for the Appeal of Certain Snack Characteristics

I found that when respondents were asked to rate how appealing a snack that was easy to eat
with one hand was (1=extremely unappealing and 5= extremely appealing) this segment scored
significantly lower than the other two segments. With a mean of 3.89 out of 5, the Nutritious
Nibblers may be suggesting that they prefer to eat more whole snacks. By this I mean that
instead of reaching for snacks like crackers and cookies that are easy to eat with one hand, this
segment seeks something different. This segment may prefer snacks like fresh fruits and
vegetables, which require cutting, slicing, or breaking in order to be eaten. However, given that
3.89 out of 5 is not particularly low, this also does not exclude options like apples and carrots
that would also be easy to eat with one hand.
Overall, the Nutritious Nibblers segment is one that focuses on healthy and nutritious snacking
options. They tend to not only carry the health focus to their snack choices, but also into their
lifestyle (what time of day they snack, where they go to make purchases). This group is holistic
and puts thought into what choices they make regarding their food. In total, this segment will
put the most amount of effort into choosing the snacks that they consume.

Hard Pressed and Hangry
The second distinct segment found through my analysis is the “Hard Pressed and Hangry”
group. This group is victim to a packed schedule, and cannot be bothered to go out of their way
to meet their snacking needs. In fact, this segment was significantly different from the other
two segments on its need for quick and convenient snacks. When asked to rate their level of
agreement on the importance of on-the-go snacking options (1= strongly disagree and

5=strongly agree) this segment came back with a mean of 4.29 out of 5 (reference Figure 4).
This statement suggests that this group is hurried and needs options that are readily available.
The Hard Pressed and Hangry also seem to look for options that fit within a tighter budget.
When asked how strongly respondents valued snacking options that were inexpensive (1=
strongly disagree and 5= strongly agree), this segment returned the highest mean of 4.57 out of
5 (reference Figure 4). This mean was significantly different from the mean of the Nutritious
Nibblers segment, suggesting that the Hard Pressed and Hangry group is less likely to pay more
for a snack that has added health benefits. This segment was also the most likely of all the
segments surveyed to see price as an obstacle. When asked to rate how much each statement
reflected an obstacle (1=not at all an obstacle and 5=definitely an obstacle), the statement “the
price of snacks” received a mean of 4.02 out of 5 from the Hard Pressed and Hangry segment.
Other obstacles tested included “lack of locations to find snacks”, “lack of snacking options”,
and “not enough time to snack” in which
the Hard Pressed and Hangry segment’s
mean score was 3.08, 3.67, and 2.77
respectively (reference Figure 8). All
three of these means in response to the
three previous obstacle statements were
significantly higher than those of the
other groups. The focus on these
obstacles shows that this group is seeking
more options in locations that currently
do not exist or that they cannot get to
given their busy schedules.
Questions relating to the location of
snacks tie in with this last paragraph on
price. This segment seems to favor
locations that coincide with their busy
schedules. When asked how likely a
respondent was to purchase a snack from
a list of locations (1= extremely unlikely
and 5= extremely likely) the Hard Pressed and Hangry segment scored higher means on location
that enabled a more “on-the-go” approach. An example of these locations was a vending
machines, in which case the Hard Pressed and Hangry group displayed a mean of 2.05 which
was the highest mean and significantly higher than the mean of the Nutritious Nibblers (but not
significantly different from the mean of the Feel Good Feeders on the same question). Another
example was the school store/book store, in which the Hard Pressed and Hangry responded
with a mean of 2.43. This mean was surprisingly significantly different than the mean of the
Feel Good Feeders segment (but not of Nutritious Nibblers). The last example was that of
convenience stores. Here the Hard Pressed and Hangry responded with a mean of 3.39 out of 5,

which was the highest mean in response to this question and significantly different than the
mean of the Nutritious Nibblers. All three of these locations suggest that the student in this
category seeks out snacking purchases at locations that are at or near their schooling and
studying obligations. In addition, I found that students in this segment are significantly more
likely than other groups to reach for snacks that are individually packaged, single serving, and
come in a bag. When asked how appealing each of these characteristics were to the respondent
(1= extremely unappealing and 5= extremely appealing), the Hard Pressed and Hangry segment
supplied means of 3.82, 3.91, and 3.53 out of 5 respectively (reference Table 2). These specific
characteristics also support the student’s choice in snack purchase location as these are the
types of snacks that would usually be supplied in a school store or a vending machine.
Just as the Nutritious Nibblers avoided late night eating and snacking, through my data
collection I have found that the Hard Pressed and Hangry also have preferences based on the
time of day (Reference Table 1). For instance, when asked how likely a respondent was to
consume snacks during the morning (1= extremely unlikely and 5= extremely likely) the Hard
Pressed and Hangry segment was significantly more likely than other groups to choose a snack
during this time period. With a mean of 2.37, this group may be grabbing a snack to replace
their meals before they run off to class or whatever other obligations that they may have
throughout the day. Additionally, when asked how likely this same group was to choose a snack
in the evening and late at night (1= extremely unlikely and 5= extremely likely) the Hard Pressed
and Hangry segment scored means of 4.16 and 4.17 respectively (reference table 1). This is
significantly different from the mean of the Nutritious Nibbler segment when asked to respond
to the same question (however not significantly different from the Feel Good Feeders
segment). The tendency to eat later in the day may be correlated with the times when the
student is studying or doing homework. This specific segment may be reaching for snacks as
something to hold them over while they focus on the other busy portions of their schedule.
Branching from this, the Hard Pressed and Hangry group scored a significantly higher means on
questions that dealt with sociability and snacking. For instance, when asked to rate the level of
agreement to the statement “I need a snack I can enjoy with friends” (1=strongly disagree and
5= strongly agree), this segment responded with a mean score of 3.30 (reference Figure 4). This
mean was significantly higher than the means of the other two segments. Also, when asked to
rate how appealing certain characteristics of a snack were, this segment responded well to
snacks that could be split between others. An example of this is a question that asked how
appealing a snack that broke into pieces was to a respondent (1= extremely unappealing and 5=
extremely appealing). The Hard Pressed and Hangry segment responded the most positively to
this statement with a mean of 3.16 out of 5 (reference Table 2). The combination of the data
found within these questions suggests that this group may be looking for a snack that can be
shared during study or tutoring sessions. This group may experience long nights on campus and
wants something to fuel not only themselves but also the others that they work with as they
complete assignments and other academic tasks.

In total, the Hard Pressed and Hangry segment is one that is always moving. They crave options
that they can fit into their schedule and will not require extra effort to seek out or to prepare.
Location and price are their two largest obstacles, so this group will likely purchase products
that are strategically placed in convenient locations throughout their day.

Feel Good Feeders
The last segment is the “Feel Good Feeders” and, as the name suggests, these are the most
carefree of the groups. This group seems to be the most attached to the consumption of food,
and lacks direction to their eating patterns. When asked to select their level of agreement with
the statement “I eat because there is food in front of me” (1= strongly disagree and 5= strongly
agree) this segment came back with a mean of 3.94 out of 5 (. This mean was significantly
higher than the means of both other groups in response to this question. This statement
suggests that this group simply eats to eat, and if there is food around they don’t hesitate to
consume it. In fact, in response to the statement “I plan what I eat ahead of time” (where they
were asked to show their level of agreement where 1= strongly disagree and 5= strongly agree),
this group had a mean that was
significantly lower than the
means of the other two groups.
The Feel Good Feeders mean of
2.65 out of 5 shows their lack of
preparation in regards to food,
and reinforces that they seem to
decide what they eat at the time
of consumption (reference
Figure 6).
One prominent thing I
discovered about this group is
the degree to which they are
emotionally driven. When asked
to select their level of agreement
with the statement “I eat to
relax” (1= strongly disagree and
5= strongly agree), the Feel
Good Feeders came back with a
mean of 3.44 out of 5.
Additionally, in response to the statements “I eat for a distraction” and “I eat because I am
bored”, this segment also had high means of 3.51 and 4.21 out of 5 respectfully. In all of these
instances, the Feel Good Feeders were significantly more likely to agree to these statements
than the Nutritious Nibblers and the Hard Pressed and Hangry. To strengthen this point, in
response to the statements “I eat to feel better” and “I eat on impulse”, the Feel Good Feeders
displayed means of 3.63 and 3.79 respectfully. In both of these cases the mean of the Feel

Good Feeders is significantly different from the mean of the Nutritious Nibblers (however not
significantly different from the Hard Pressed and Hangry). With means that were either the
highest and significantly different from one or both of the other groups, the Feel Good Feeders
display that one of their top drivers in choosing a snack is their emotional state. Food is used as
a comfort for this group and they are not necessarily picky about their options as long as they
are available to them at the time of consumption.
In terms of characteristics of snacks, this segment also seems to stay away from smaller
portioned snacks. When asked how appealing the characteristic “is served in pre-portioned
sizes” was (1= extremely unappealing and 5= extremely appealing), this group came back with a
mean of 3.52. This mean was significantly different than the means of both the other segments.
Similarly, when the Feel Good Feeders group was asked to use the same scale on the
statements “comes in a single serve package” and “is individually wrapped” the segment
displayed means of 3.60 and 3.54 respectfully (reference Table 2). These means are significantly
different from the Hard Pressed and Hangry segment (although not from the Nutritious
Nibblers segment). All of this data together will suggest that the Feel Good Feeders segment
prefers to create their own portions of snacks and does not want to be limited by predetermined portion sizes.
In addition, this group seems to have the least amount of focus on health and nutrition in
comparison to the other segments. When asked to rate their level of importance associated
with a variety of statements, the Feel Good Feeders responded with a mean of 3.52 to “I need a
healthy and nutritious snacking option” (reference Figure 4). This mean was significantly
smaller than the means of the other two segments, suggesting that health and nutrition are not
priorities to this segment. Interestingly, the Feel Good Feeders segment produced a surprising
mean when asked about nutrition labels. When asked to rate how obstructive the statement
“Information on the packaging of snacks is confusing (nutrition labels, etc.)” was (1= not at all
an obstacle and 5= definitely an obstacle), the segment responded with a mean of 1.70
(reference Figure 8). This mean was significantly less that the other two groups, suggesting that
this group is the least confused by nutrition labels. However, given the information collected
from the other portions of this study, I suggest that this group finds nutrition labels the least
confusing because they do not pay attention to them at all. This group is highly impulsive and
eats food simply because it is put in front of them. This group does not support that they pay
much attention to the information on the packaging of snacks, but rather are more concerned
with the snack itself.

In terms of which obstacles
this segment found as the
most prominent, the data
shows interesting results.
When asked to rate how
obtrusive the statement “not
enough time to snack” (1= not
at all an obstacle and 5=
definitely an obstacle) was
this group came back with a
mean of 1.78 out of 5. This
was significantly less than the
means of the other two
groups and suggests that this
group will always find time to
snack and that snacking is a
priority in their daily lives.
However, what is interesting
is that when asked to use the
same rating scale for the
obstacles “lack of snacking
options”, “lack of locations to
find snacks” and “the price of snacks” the Feel Good Feeders displayed means of 3.09, 2.36, and
3.39 respectfully (reference Figure 8). Although these results are significantly different from the
other two segments they are also very mid-range in terms of a scale of 1 to 5. This suggests that
this group isn’t passionate about the obstacles related to snacking either way.
The Feel Good Feeders also lack direction and purpose to their snacking. A variety of questions
on the survey were designed to probe at snacking goals, or reasons behind choosing particular
snacks. One example of these questions was when respondents were asked to rate their
agreement to the statement “I eat because I am trying to lose weight” (1=strongly disagree and
5= strongly agree). The Feel Good Feeders displayed a mean of 1.71, which was the significantly
less than the other two segments. This correlates to this segments response about preportioned snacks, and is thus not very surprising. However, what is interesting is their response
to questions using the same rating scale like “I eat because I am trying to gain weight” and “I
eat because I am trying to gain muscle”. The Feel Good Feeders response mean to these two
questions was 1.41 and 1.64 respectfully.

Table 3- Means for Certain Goals Related to Snacking

These two responses are again significantly less than the other groups. This is surprising
because it shows that even though this group is not trying to lose weight, they are not trying to
gain it either. They are also not trying to gain muscle, and the combined effect of all these
variables is just a total lack of direction and goal for eating overall. The factors also circle back
to the emotional drivers. If there is no physical appearance related goal, this reinforces that the
strongest driver for this group is in fact emotional.
Overall, the Feel Good Feeders are a group driven by their emotional state. They do not have a
particular goal in mind when choosing a snack and prefer to be able to consume whichever
snack they want and however much of it they desire. This group loves their snacks and is not
too picky about which ones are available.

All Segments
Although these three segments each have unique characteristics that make them all very different, my
study also unearthed some similarities shared by all three. For instance, when respondents were asked
how likely they were to consume a snack during a certain time of day (1=extremely unlikely and 5=
extremely likely), all segments responded similarly to “afternoon” (reference Table 1). In fact, there was
no significant difference among the three groups in response to this variable. The means of the
Nutritious Nibblers, the Hard Pressed and Hangry, and the Feel Good Feeders were 3.99, 4.03, and 4.15
respectively, meaning all segments are equally as likely to consume snacks during the afternoon time of
the day. Also, considering that all three of these means are particularly high, it is reasonable to conclude
that students from all segments are likely to consume a snack during this time period.
Another similarity was found when respondents were approached about where they purchase their
snacks. When asked how likely a respondent was to purchase their snacks from a grocery store (1=
extremely unlikely and 5= extremely likely), the mean responses were very similar across all three
segments (reference Figure 6). The segments returned high means with Nutritious Nibblers displaying a
mean of 4.42, the Hard Pressed and Hangry displaying a mean of 4.39, and the Feel Good Feeders
displaying a mean of 4.32 out of 5. Again, none of these means were significantly different from one
another and were all very high (all returning means of more than 4 out of 5 in terms of likelihood). This

data shows that no matter which segment a student falls into, the grocery store is still a vital location for
snack purchases.
Lastly, students responded similarly on some of the various characteristics related to snacks. Examples
of two of these were snacks that came in bags and snacks that came in re-sealable packaging. When
asked how likely students were to find snacks that came in a bag appealing (1= extremely unappealing
and 5= extremely appealing), segments had similar mean responses (reference Table 2). None of these
segments were significantly different in terms of how they responded. The Nutritious Nibblers, Hard
Pressed and Hangry, and Feel Good Feeders responded with means of 3.34, 3.49, and 3.53 respectively.
These means show to be mid-range, explaining that all students find snacks that come in a bag
moderately appealing. As for re-sealable packaging, students were asked to rate how appealing they
found this characteristic using the same 1-5 scale (reference Table 2). The Nutritious Nibblers responded
with a mean of 4.16, the Hard Pressed and Hangry with a 4.25 and the Feel Good Feeders with a mean
response of 4.13 out of 5. Although these means are not significantly different from each other, they do
show that re-sealable packaging is important to consumers from all segments. Students feel that resealable packaging is valuable in relation to snacking, which may relate to the ability to eat the snack
throughout their long days of class and other activities.

Limitations
One of the major limitations to this analysis was the fact that the
sample was very homogeneous. All of the students were around the
same age, within the same geographical area and of a similar
educational background. This is limiting because I was not able to
approach and offer insight on segments in relation to demographic
factors. This being said, I was still able to draw 3 distinct clusters from
the data collected, which were discussed in greater detail in the
results section. Meaning that even though the sample was
homogenous in many ways, there were still enough significant
differences to make for very different and interesting segments.

Another limitation that I faced while conducting our survey was that many students only
partially completed the survey. The data that was collected from these unfinished surveys
therefore could not be used due to its incompleteness. A consideration for solving this problem
on future projects could involve offering some type of an incentive. In this specific situation,
students may respond well to gift cards to a local store or some type of discount on college text
books. A raffle or other type of drawing could have convinced more students to participate fully
in our data collection.
The length of our survey could have also presented a problem. In
order to collect enough detail about snackers and their preferences,
the survey consisted of 20 questions with multiple parts. Although
the survey probably only took participants roughly 15-20 minutes to
complete at the very maximum, this is still a decent amount of time
for a bustling student. The multiple parts to the questions may have
also scared some students off. Many of the questions asked for
students to use a scale in order to indicate their level of agreement
to a certain statement. I heard from several students that this made
the survey appear longer, as there were many of these type of
questions listed in a row. Something to consider for future projects would be to mix up the
formatting of the questions. Multiple different types of questions add variety and incorporating
this may make the survey appear shorter and easier to answer, encouraging more students to
complete it.

Conclusions &
Recommendations

This data could be particularly helpful for manufacturers looking to approach the college
student market. Each of the three segments identified in the data could cater to a specific
product or group of products and each must be approached in a unique way. Below are the
suggestions that I believe would aid manufacturers in approaching each of the three segments.

Nutritious Nibblers
This group is conscious about snacking and puts extensive thought into each snack that they
choose. They seek out nutritious and healthy options, so this segment would be a good target
for manufacturers that offer snacks that promote some type of tangible benefit. Examples of
some benefits that may be successful when targeting this group include added vitamins,
probiotics, and the use of clean ingredients. This group does not see price as a major obstacle,
so they are likely to pay extra to have these benefits included.

This group was the least drawn to snacks that are easily eaten with one hand. This may suggest
that they prefer whole foods that require more preparation. As mentioned in the results
section, this may include fruits and vegetables that require cutting or breaking. Although
processed food often requires more than one ingredient and are rarely considered “whole”,
solutions can still be implemented to please this segment. An example of a product that might
be successful is one where the snack is compartmentalized. This could include snacks that have
a portion for banana chips and another for peanut butter. It appears that the snack requires
more preparation to eat and this may in turn lead to the illusion of freshness (as it is then up to
the consumer to put the snack together and they can clearly see all steps of the process). This
type of a product enables the consumer to create a more
involved experience with their snack and presents a larger
Nutritional
degree of trust.

information and

The snacks presented for this group should not be
ingredients should
overcomplicated, so it is up to the packaging to grab this
be showcased
consumer attention. However, this should be approached very
carefully. Packaging that reaches for an emotional response in
a shopper will do nothing for this segment (as they are the
least emotionally driven). Instead, packaging should provide
consumers with a clear idea of what is in the product. Nutritional information and ingredients
should be showcased and this will do the job of capturing the shopper’s attention. Any added
benefits that the product includes should be labeled on the front of the package where they are
easy to see. This is a consumer that will spend time reading the packaging before they make
their decision to purchase, so added steps in package layout will pay off for manufacturers.
Another idea for this segment in terms of packaging is the use of windows. The use of windows
in packaging lets the consumer get a look at the product before it is out of the box. If the snack
is made up of a variety of wholesome ingredients, then the consumer may be more initially
drawn to pick this product on shelf.
In total, this group will respond well to products that are simple and benefit their overall health.
Manufacturers can provide a slightly pricier snack that meets these needs by including high
quality ingredients and informative packaging. This consumer will spend the time it takes to
make a decision on a snack and manufacturers can leverage this by creating a thoughtful and
wholesome product.

Hard Pressed and Hangry
This segment of consumers should be approached carefully by manufacturers, but offers a lot
of opportunity for those who are willing to work around their needs. These consumers are
pressed for time, and the victims of busy schedules. Given this information, the data shows that
this group will not go out of their way to find a snack.

Manufacturers will have to make their products readily available to this consumer in the places
that these students spend the majority of their time. Manufacturers would find great success
when presenting a product to this segment if they were to provide options at the school store
or in vending machines around campus. The Hard Pressed and Hangry segment views the time
to snack as a major obstacle, so bringing the product to them is key to success. With the use of
vending machines, manufacturers can leverage the promotion
of individually packaged snacks (which the Hard Pressed and
Bringing the
Hangry have been shown to be drawn to). This also provides a
benefit to manufacturers because they can cut down on the
product to them is
amount of product per package, which will ultimately save
the key to success
them money over providing larger packages.
This being said, the Hard Pressed and Hangry group also wants
snacking options that can be shared with others. This may be
due to the volume of tutoring and homework sessions in this segment’s schedule. For this I
propose that a manufacturer follow a strategic process in order to build product loyalty within
this segment. New products should be introduced in small sizes in vending machines, as this is
likely where the Hard Pressed and Hangry will have the opportunity to sample the snack. This
way, the investment for the manufacturer is also low, as package sizes are smaller and do not
include as much product. Upon the success of this product within the vending machine
location, larger product sizes should be made available in locations like the school store. This
will provide a location for already loyal snackers to pick up a snack to share with friends. These
larger products will in turn be shared with study groups and other social gatherings and
potentially new customers with similar characteristics will be introduced to the product.
Overall, success with this segment will be largely due to the accessibility to the chosen product.
The Hard Pressed and Hangry cannot sacrifice on convenience, so the manufacturer that does
the best job at bringing the snack to the consumer will likely win the loyalty (as well as profits).
It is best for manufacturers to focus on on-campus locations that are compatible with the life of
a busy student.

Feel Good Feeders
The Feel Good Feeders are true snackers at heart. This group loves to snack and will eat
anything that is put in front of them. They are not picky with their selections and do not have
an end goal in mind when choosing a snack. This group may seem like an easy target for
manufacturers but I advise that this segment be approach strategically.
The main obstacle that manufacturers will face when approaching this segment is standing out
in a sea of different snacking options. Given the volume of snacks consumed and the lack of
selectiveness that this segment experiences, manufacturers will have to construct a product
that is very tailored to this groups specific tendencies. This being said, I recommend that
packaging will be the best way to capture this segments attention.

The Feel Good Feeders are extremely emotionally driven, so products that appeal to this
characteristic will likely be successful. Packaging is a great way to take advantage of this
opportunity. This group is will not spend the time reading about
benefits, so images and colors will do more for them than
information will. If a manufacturer is trying to appeal to this
Packaging is a great
segment with a new product, they would benefit by making this
way to take
product a different color or shape than the rest of the products
advantage of this
in their line. This will capture attention on shelf and encourage
this group to give the product a try. Manufacturers could also
opportunity
try textured packages, like those that have holographic
backgrounds. This will be more of an investment for the manufacturer but it is important to
note that the Feel Good Feeders are the least likely to seek out healthy benefits in their snacks.
This tradeoff between lower quality ingredients and higher quality packaging may be the best
compromise for this segment.
The segment is also extremely impulsive and often makes decisions on which snack to choose
at the point of consumption. This being said, manufacturers can leverage this opportunity by
placing their products in key places where this shopper shops. Examples of this could be next to
the checkout at a convenience store, or in some type of end cap display at a gas station. This
gives the Feel Good Feeder consumers the opportunity to make a split second decision upon
seeing the item, which is frequently how they function.
This segment was also shown to be the least likely segment to plan their meals ahead of time.
This may suggest that this group replaces meals with snacks, so the manufacturer could also
leverage this aspect by providing larger pack sizes. Since this segment was also shown to be the
least likely to value individually packaged and pre-portioned snacks, this will aid in appealing to
this aspect of their needs as well. I propose that the Feel Good Feeders value the ability to
choose their own portion size and do not like the limits put on them by pre-portioned packages.
Larger pack sizes could benefit manufacturers in the sense that there is much more room to
place appealing images and circle back to the emotional side of promotion.
Overall, the Feel Good Feeders group is highly impulsive. Manufacturers can leverage this
opportunity by creating exciting and unique packing in order to capture attention on shelf.
Manufacturers that create emotional appeal with their products will stand apart from others
and ultimately win this consumer over.

All Segments
Manufacturers can leverage the shared similarities across all segments by implementing these
characteristics into the products they create and market. For instance, all segments would
appreciate snacks with distinct packaging benefits. Marketing a product in a re-sealable bag to
any group is a safe way to guarantee that the products packaging is appealing to the student’s
lifestyle. This will enable a student to carry the snack across campus and eat it on the way to
class, when they get their academic destinations or both. This is an easy way to make sure that

a manufacturer’s product is functional enough to be a viable option for a student with a busy
agenda.
Additionally, manufacturers would benefit by making their products available in traditional
grocery stores (as opposed to or in addition to specialty locations). This will allow students to
conveniently pick up these snacking products while on weekly grocery trips or fill-ins. Although
many smaller locations have been shown to be very
successful when appealing to individual segments, the
grocery store is still a universal hot spot for product purchase.
The grocery store
Using the grocery store as a primary location and
is still the universal
supplementing with additional product at unique locations
hot spot for
that appeal to specific target segments will ensure that the
product purchase
manufacturer is making the best use of opportunity in
relation to accessibility and location.
Lastly, my study showed that all segments are equally as likely to reach for a snack during the
afternoon. Manufacturers can take advantage of this similarity by providing snacks at locations
that see increased traffic in the middle of the day. Examples of this may include locations in or
outside the university cafeteria, or near the checkout of an on-campus coffee shop.
Manufacturers may also utilize product ambassadors, like those hired through Red Bull, to hand
out samples of their products during the afternoon. These product ambassadors could walk
through study areas, hall ways, and the library and bring awareness to the manufacturer’s
brand.
Overall, these similarities represent a safe zone for manufacturers. Utilizing these specific
characteristics will provide a product with universal draw across all three segments. If a
manufacturer takes risks with their product in some ways they may wish to implement one or
more of these similar characteristics in order to ensure certain levels of appeal on shelf.
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Survey
Q1 Which types of snacks have you eaten in the past month (check all that apply):















Chips (1)
Popcorn (2)
Protein Bars (3)
Granola Bars (4)
Cookies (5)
Crackers (6)
Trail Mix (7)
Fruit (8)
Vegetables (9)
Pop Tarts (10)
Pretzels (11)
Candy (12)
Cheese (13)
Yogurt (14)

Q2 On average, how many snacks did you consume in the last 30 days (select one):






None (1)
1-2 snacks (2)
3-4 snacks (3)
5-6 snacks (4)
7 or more snacks (5)

Q3 How likely are you to eat a snack during the following times of day? (1= extremely unlikely, 5=
extremely likely)
Extremely
unlikely (1)

Somewhat
unlikely (2)

Neither likely
nor unlikely (3)

Somewhat likely
(4)

Extremely likely
(5)

Morning (1)











Afternoon (2)











Evening (3)











Late Night (4)











Q4 How likely is it that you purchase your snacks from the following locations? (1= extremely unlikely,
5= extremely likely)
Extremely
unlikely (1)

Somewhat
unlikely (2)

Neither likely
nor unlikely (3)

Somewhat
likely (4)

Extremely likely
(5)

Vending
Machine (1)











School store/
book store (2)











Grocery store
(3)











Convenience
store (4)











Gas Station (5)











Other (6)











Q5 Select your level of agreement with the following statements: (1= strongly disagree, 5= strongly
agree)

Strongly
disagree (1)

Somewhat
disagree (2)

Neither agree
nor disagree (3)

Somewhat
agree (4)

Strongly agree
(5)

I prefer salty
snacks (1)











I prefer sweet
snacks (2)











I prefer crunchy
snacks (3)











I prefer soft
snacks (4)











I prefer
individually
portioned
snacks (like
poptarts) (5)











I prefer snacks I
can share with
friends (like a
box of cheez-its)
(6)











I prefer healthy
snacks (7)











I mostly snack
alone (8)











I mostly snack
with others (9)











I often replace
my meals with
snacks (10)











I eat more than
one snack in a
sitting (11)











I read labels on
snacks (12)











I try to eat
healthy snacks
(13)











I like to share
my snacks with
others (14)











Q6 Select your level of importance in relation to the following statements: (1= strongly disagree, 5=
strongly agree)
Strongly
disagree (1)

Somewhat
disagree (2)

Neither agree
nor disagree (3)

Somewhat
agree (4)

Strongly agree
(5)

I need quick, on
the go, snacking
options (1)











I need healthy
and nutritious
snacking
options (2)











I need snacking
options that are
inexpensive (3)











I need a snack I
can enjoy with
friends (4)











Q7 How do you find that each of the following statements serves as an obstacle for snacking? (1= not at
all an obstacle, 5= definitely an obstacle)
Not at all an
obstacle (1)

Somewhat not
an obstacle (2)

Neither an
obstacle nor
not an obstacle
(3)

Somewhat an
obstacle (4)

Definitely an
obstacle (5)

Not enough
time to snack
(1)











Lack of snacking
options (2)











Lack of
locations to find
snacks (3)











The price of
snacks (4)











Information on
the packaging
of snacks is
confusing
(nutrition
labels, etc.) (5)











Q8 Select your level of agreement to the following statements: (1= Strongly disagree, 5=Strongly agree)
Strongly
disagree (1)

Somewhat
disagree (2)

Neither agree
nor disagree (3)

Somewhat
agree (4)

Strongly agree
(5)

I eat because it
tastes good (1)











I eat because I
am bored (2)











I eat because I
am hungry (3)











I eat because I
am trying to
lose weight (4)











I eat because I
am trying to
gain weight (5)











I eat because I
am trying to
gain muscle (6)











I eat because
there is food in
front of me (7)











I eat to relax (8)











I eat to feel
better (9)











I eat for a
distraction (10)











I eat to enjoy
food (11)











I plan what I eat
ahead of time
(12)











I eat food on
impulse (13)











Q9 When you choose a snack what are you looking for it to do?







I want my snack to hold me over until the next meal (1)
I want my snack to fill me up (2)
I want my snack to satisfy a craving (3)
I want my snack to benefit my nutrition (4)
I want my snack because it tastes good (5)
Other (6) ____________________

Q10 How appealing are each of the following snack characteristics to you? (1= Extremely unappealing,
5= Extremely appealing)
Extremely
unappealing (1)

Somewhat
unappealing (2)

Neither
appealing or
unappealing (3)

Somewhat
appealing (4)

Extremely
Appealing (5)

Comes in a bag
(1)











Comes in a box
(2)











Is easy to eat
with one hand
(3)











Comes in a
single serve
package (4)











Is re-sealable
(5)











Is individually
wrapped (6)











Is served in preportioned sizes
(7)











Can be recycled
(8)











Crumble into
pieces (9)











Break into
pieces (10)











Q11 How likely is it that you will snack at each of the following places? (1= Extremely unlikely, 5=
Extremely likely)
Extremely
unlikely (1)

Somewhat
unlikely (2)

Neither likely
nor unlikely (3)

Somewhat likely
(4)

Extremely likely
(5)

At School (1)











In the
Classroom (2)











At the gym (3)











In the car (4)











At home (5)











In the Dorm (6)











On the bus (7)











Where I study
(8)











At a party (9)











On a walk (10)











At the mall (11)











At the movies
(12)











At practice (13)











At a sporting
event (14)











Q12 How important are each of the following flavors to you? (1= Not at all important, 5= Extremely
important)
Not at all
important (1)

Slightly
important (2)

Moderately
important (3)

Very important
(4)

Extremely
important (5)

Chocolate (1)











Coconut (2)











Caramel (3)











Peanut Butter
(4)











Vanilla (5)











Butterscotch (6)











Mint (7)











Cinnamon (8)











Cheese (9)











Bacon (10)











Ranch (11)











Garlic (12)











Onion (13)











BBQ (14)











Chipotle (15)











Teriyaki (16)











Q13 How important are each of the following snack traits to you? (1= Not at all important, 5= Extremely
important)
Not at all
important (1)

Slightly
important (2)

Moderately
important (3)

Very important
(4)

Extremely
important (5)

High protein (1)











High fiber (2)











Calories (3)











Organic (4)











Gluten Free (5)











Whole wheat
(6)











Low fat (7)











Low sodium (8)











Low sugar (9)











Vegan (10)











No trans fat
(11)











Vegetarian (12)











Q14 What is you gender?
 Male (1)
 Female (2)
 Other (3) ____________________
Q15 What is your class standing?






Freshman (1)
Sophmore (2)
Junior (3)
Senior (4)
Graduate Student (5)

Q16 Which best describes your race or ethnic background?







African American (1)
Hispanic (2)
White (3)
Asian or Pacific Islander (4)
American Indian (5)
Other (6) ____________________

Q17 How many people live in your current residence, including yourself, enter the number below:

Q18 Which college do you belong to?








Haworth College of Business (1)
Engineering and Applied Science (2)
Art and Sciences (3)
Health and Human Services (4)
Education and Human Development (5)
Aviation (6)
Fine Arts (7)

Q19 Are you a member of the Lee Honors College? (select one)
 Yes (1)
 No (2)
Q20 What is your age? (Enter the number below)

Q22 On the next page you will be asked to provide your name and email address to receive credit for
taking this survey. Your name and email address will NOT be linked to your responses to the survey.

Q23 If you are taking the survey for credit for a class, please answer the following questions.What is
your name and email address?
First name (1)
Last Name (2)
email address (3)

Q24 What classes are you currently taking? Check all that apply.






(BCM 3700), M/W 2:00, Dr. Beth Hoger (4)
(BCM 3700), M/W 3:30, Dr. Beth Hoger (5)
Marketing Principles (MKTG 2500), M/W 12:30 p.m., Dr. Ann Veeck (3)
Marketing Research (MKTG 3710), M/W 2 p.m., Dr. Ann Veeck (2)
Marketing Principles (MKTG 2500), M/W 3:30 p.m., Dr. Ann Veeck (1)

Q21 Thank you!

